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Introduction 
 
When architects such as Walter Gropius (1883-1969), Le Corbusier (1887-1965) 
and Ludwig Mies van der Rohe (1986-1969) started designing the first modernist 
buildings in the 1910’s and 20’s, and were proposing new ways to educate artists 
and architects and new forms of cooperation between them and the industry, many 
groups and individuals might have seen their ideas as a repudiation of traditional 
praxis and values. Their works seemed in many aspects like a deliberate brake with 
tradition. But was it so? 
To which extent can one brake with a tradition without taking a stand from 
the discipline one practices? In other words, can one, as an architect, completely 
set oneself aside from the tradition one is embedded in and still practice 
“architecture”? Does one, or can one, create an idea from a place free of references? 
In order to start discussing the relationship between tradition and modernity 
in modern architecture, in particular as it was represented in some of the early 
works of Walter Gropius, Le Corbusier and Mies van der Rohe, it will first be 
enriching to look at the meaning of the terms modern and tradition. This analysis will 
then lead us to the problem definition of this project report. 
The etymological origin of the word modern is from the Late Latin modernus and 
from the Latin word modo,  which means just now. From the various definitions of 
the term modern, found in the Oxford English Dictionary,1 the ones that are more 
relevant in relation to our topic are: 1- “Being at this time, now existing.” 2- “Of or 
pertaining to the present and recent times, as distinguished from the remote past; 
pertaining to or originating in the current age or period.” and 3- “Of a movement 
in art and architecture, or the works produce by such a movement: characterize by 
a departure from or a repudiation of accepted or traditional styles and values.” 
The French poet, and critic, Charles Baudelaire (1821-1867) presents us with 
an additional meaning that the concept modern can take in his work Le Peintre de la 
vie moderne (1863) (The Painter of Modern Life). Hilde Heynen also discusses this 
meaning in her book Architecture and Modernity. Here the modern is presented as 
being momentary and transient. The opposite notion of this connotation is not that of 
a definite past but is instead that of an indeterminate eternity.2 In Charles 
Baudelaire’s words, it is as follows: 
 
Modernity is the transient, the fleeting, the contingent; it is one half of art, the 
other being the eternal and immovable.3 
                                                
1 Simpson and Weiner, 1989, VOL IX: 947 and 948 
2 This is according to Hilde Heynen’s reading of H.U. Gumbrecht’s article “Modern, Modernität, 
Moderne”. See Heynen, 1999: 8 and 9. 
3 Baudelaire, 1964: 13. 
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His definition of modernity goes hand in hand with Heynen’s remarks and, 
furthermore, acknowledges the possibility of the modern as being a component of 
the work of art that coexist with the traditional. This comes in conflict with the 
third, above-mentioned, definition: the modern as the “departure from or… 
repudiation of accepted or traditional styles and values”. This semantic conflict in 
the notion of modernity is going to be one of the common threads of this project.  
But first it is essential to look at the term tradition, since it is in the dialectic 
between tradition and the modern that the conflict lies. Going back to the Oxford 
English Dictionary,4 the etymological origin of the word tradition is the “Latin 
traditio, onem: delivery, surrender, handing down, a saying handing down, instruction 
or doctrine delivered.” From the variety of meanings and uses presented in the 
dictionary I found the following ones most interesting in relation to our subject 
matter: Tradition as 1- “That which is thus handed down; a statement, belief, or 
practice transmitted (esp. orally) from generation to generation.” And 2- “A long 
established and generally accepted custom or method of procedure, having almost 
the force of a law; an immemorial usage; the body (or anyone) of the experiences 
and usages of any branch or school of art or literature, handed down by 
predecessors and generally followed.” It is also important to be aware that within 
anthropological and social studies, tradition is referred to as the continuity of culture 
throughout time.5  
At this point of the analysis one could define “Modern Architecture” as an 
architecture which aim is to departure from, or/and repudiate the long established 
architectural customs, norms, methods and procedures handed down by 
predecessors and generally followed by the following generation. However one 
could also consider this definition of modern architecture as superficial and hasty, 
especially if one takes into consideration Baudelaire’s point of view. 
In this project I will attempt to analyse whether this definition is sound in 
the case of our 3 architects by looking at their works and the way these creations 
arose within their cultural context, in particular in relation to the European 
architectural tradition.  In doing so I will attempt to investigate which role, if any, 
tradition played in modern architecture’s ideals and methods, and which role the 
wish for breaking with the traditional conventions played, as well as whether it did 
exist a departure from and/or repudiation of such conventions. 
 
 
Problem Definition 
The purpose of this project will be to investigate whether modern architecture was 
a departure from or/and a repudiation of traditional styles and values –in particular 
within the areas of construction’s techniques (technology) and building style (or 
                                                
4 Simpson and Weiner, 1989, VOL XVII: 353 and 354 
5 See for example: Kvaale, Katja’s Tradition. Det oprindeliges modernisering in Hastrup, 2004 (b): 303.  
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aesthetics)–; to see which role, if any, tradition played in modern architecture’s 
ideals and methods and which role the wish to brake with traditional conventions 
played in the two mentioned areas. In short, to investigate what modernism meant 
for those architects.  
 
 
Methodology and Dimensions 
I will attempt to bring an answer to the problem definition by attempting to 
analyse and interpret the writings and works of three important modern architects: 
Walter Gropius, Le Corbusier and Mies van der Rohe; and, in addition, some of 
their contemporaries, individuals and groups, who shared their ideas as well as 
those who did not. Having said that I want to clarify that I am not going to read 
and use their works as theories, but more as examples of how individuals in a 
certain context and practice dealt with tradition and modernization. I will then 
reflect upon these examples in relation to different usages and connotations the 
terms modern and tradition have had in different contexts and disciplines. 
The project will be centred within the dimension of History and Culture, 
since it will investigate the relation between the particular context in which the 
ideas and works of Gropius, Le Corbusier and Mies van der Rohe came about, the 
individuals as creators and artists and their socio-cultural environment. So the 
inquiry will be anchored in the relation between the individual as a thinker, a 
creator or a generator of ideas, and the cultural and traditional frames in which he 
is embedded. This implies that this will not be a historical project as such, but 
particularly a work within the field of cultural studies.  
 
The reason for choosing modern architecture is because I consider it a good 
example for looking at this, above mentioned, relation between 
creator/artist/individual and the cultural praxis in which she or he is situated. This 
is due to the revolutionary (if one could say that), different or new nature of the 
concepts and ideas that modernist architects were dealing with. The reason for 
choosing these three architects is that they played a determinant role in the history 
and development of what today is referred to as modern architecture. Their works 
had a strong impact and influence all over the world, from Europe, through India, 
Japan and South America, to the United States. 
The fact that the collection of works by these architects and the 
development of their ideas throughout their lives are so vast creates a 
methodological problem in such a short project. The reason for choosing not just 
one architect is to get a, somehow, wider view of the different ideas and styles 
within the modern architectural movement. But, on the other hand, due to the 
time/space frame of this project I am obliged to choose a very limited number of 
works to analyze. So which criteria to use for choosing some works instead of 
others when one, as a researcher, does not have the possibility of gaining 
acquaintance with most, or a big part, of the works produced by the architects in 
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question? As a solution to this problem I decided to deal with a delimited period. 
Although I think that it is a pity to miss the opportunity for looking into all the 
working periods of these architects, and the Bauhaus spirit in the 20th century, I do 
not see any other solution. I consider the 1920’s particularly relevant for the 
questions raised above in the problem definition, since this period was central in 
the development of our architects’ professional careers. It is also the period where 
the most radical breakthroughs happened in their works. Therefore I will deal in 
this project mostly with their works around this decade. 
 
I would have liked to start this project by presenting a biographical 
introduction of the three architects however, due to space restrictions, I decided to 
give priority to the analyses that have a more explicit relation with the problem 
definition. To compensate for this I have added some short biographical 
introductions to the Architects and the Bauhaus school as an appendix that can be 
read, if one wishes, before proceeding to the following chapters. 
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Tradition and Modernity 
 
As it was implied in the introduction there is an apparent conflict in the usage and 
understanding of the term modern. On the one hand we have the conception of 
modern as a total departure from or repudiation of tradition, and on the other 
hand we have Baudelaire’s conception of the modern as that part of art that 
corresponds to and represents the present, and therefore the transient, fleeting and 
contingent of Baudelaire’s modernity.  
 
There was a form of modernity for every painter of the past; the majority of 
the fine portraits that remain to us from former times are clothed in the dress 
of their own day. They are perfectly harmonious works because the dress, 
the hairstyle, and even the gesture, the expression and the smile (each age 
has its carriage, its expression and its smile) form a whole, full of vitality.6 
 
Modernity is transient, fleeting and contingent because it is about the present states 
of affaires. Nothing maintains its quality and status throughout time; states of 
affaires are constantly changing. And therefore something is modern only in 
relation to its situation in time and space.  
 A discussion about tradition will help us to understand our topic in a more 
holistic way; it will also bring the discussion about the modern to a deeper level. 
For Baudelaire the modern is just one aspect, or half, of the piece of art. The other 
half is the eternal and immovable. I read this eternal and immovable as the 
traditional aspect of the work of art. According to the British historian Eric 
Hobsbawm (1917-) “The object and characteristic of ‘traditions’[…] is 
invariance.”7 This clearly coincides with Baudelaire’s “eternal and immovable” and 
it also makes sense in relation to the view about tradition in social studies as the 
continual and repetitive. So there seems to be a dichotomy between modernity, as 
the changing, and tradition, as continuity. But it is clear that together they 
constitute social practices, since these are –pretty much always –changing, but yet, 
they do so within a continual context.8 
Another interesting point around tradition, and one that is very much 
discussed within anthropology,9 is the possibility of  ‘invented traditions’ brought 
forth particularly by Hobsbawm in the book The Invention of Tradition (1983). This is 
                                                
6 Baudelaire, 1964: 13. 
7 Hobsbawm & Ranger (ed.), 1983: 2. 
8 This change and continuation in social practices actually resembles the changing and continual 
factors found in, and presented by, theories of narrative identity, see for example Paul Ricoeur’s 
work Oneself as Another, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1992. 
9 See for example: Kvaale, Katja’s Tradition. Det oprindeliges modernisering in Hastrup, 2004 (b): 303. 
And Hastrup, 2004 (a): 130. 
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a very debated topic; but it is indeed enriching for our discussion to look at if one 
could talk about the possibility of an ‘invented tradition’ in the case of the modern 
architectural movement. Hobsbawm defines his point in the following way: 
 
‘Invented tradition’ is taken to mean a set of practices, normally governed by 
overtly or tacitly accepted rules and of a ritual or symbolic nature, which 
seek to inculcate certain values and norms of behaviour by repetition, which 
automatically implies continuity with the past.10 
 
The way a ‘tradition’ is invented for Hobsbawm is by artificially inserting a 
historical past to a new practice. An example of this (within many others) he 
mentions the construction of Nazi symbolism and the Nuremberg party rallies.11 
In connection to the previous definitions of tradition I have mentioned, one could 
certainly argue whether the Nazi symbolism could be seen as a tradition, since 
there is no actual tradere in the practice.12 But on the other hand, this may be the 
actual reason why Hobsbawm considers it as an invented one. It is clear here that 
the artificially embeddedness of a practice in a historical narration is the important 
point. Hobsbawm further clarifies that “inventing traditions[…] is essentially a 
process of formalization and ritualization, characterized by reference to the past, if 
only by imposing repetition.”13  
Particularly in our case it is important to point out what Hobsbawm 
suggests, “‘tradition’ and pragmatic conventions or routines are inversely related.”14 
For him pragmatic conventions and routines do not have a significant ritual or 
symbolic function as such. They come about as social practices that need to be 
carried out repeatedly, and this applies to unprecedented practices (such as an 
astronaut), and therefore they are not considered “‘invented traditions’ since their 
functions, and therefore their justifications are technical rather than ideological.”15 
In our case this can be discussed because we have an already existing practice, that 
of designing and constructing buildings, which changes radically due to both 
technical and ideological considerations. This change can sometimes be considered 
so radical that one could actually ask oneself whether the practice then and now is 
the same at all. For example, can a wainwright and a mechanic working in a 
Mercedes Benz production line be placed within the same tradition? 
Thus technology brings change within traditions and therefore modernity, in 
our context, is not only related with the style and aesthetics present in each 
particular time and culture (and so transient). Modernity has also to do, in art and 
particularly in architecture, with the technologies and with the living conditions 
present in a particular time and culture. Therefore I have chosen to structure this 
chapter in the encounter of the architectural practice or tradition (embodied in our 
                                                
10 Hobsbawm & Ranger (ed.), 1983: 1. 
11 Ibid. : 4. 
12 See above, page 4. 
13 Hobsbawm & Ranger (ed.), 1983: 4. 
14 Ibid. : 4. 
15 Ibid. : 3. 
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three architects) with the new technologies and the new aesthetic styles of the early 
twentieth century. These areas, or dimensions, cannot obviously be clearly dealt 
with apart from each other; they are completely intertwined and affect one 
another. However I still believe this structure will help us gain a better 
understanding of the different problems approached by our architects. One could 
certainly argue for missing areas in which the modernization process also played a 
role in the case of architecture, such as for example the area of housing and 
urbanization, and that of education, where the Bauhaus played an important role. 
Unfortunately, due to space limitations I have chosen to deal with these subjects 
only briefly.  
 
 
Tradition and Technology  
 
The Engineer’s Æsthetic, and Architecture, are two things that march 
together and follow one from the other: the one being now at its full height, 
the other in an unhappy state of retrogression.16  
 
In this manner Le Corbusier opens his work Vers une architecture, first published in 
1923.17 Here he immediately touches upon an important issue for the architectural 
tradition of his time. According to him the aesthetics of architecture –the 
architect’s designs– and so the architectural tradition as such were not responding 
to the technological advances of the time. Architecture was not making full use of 
the new technology.  
 Le Corbusier shows how the design and production of ocean liners, cars 
and airplanes completely surpasses the way architects are designing and 
constructing their buildings. For him an architect is a “creator of organisms” who, 
looking “seriously-minded” to an ocean liner will find “freedom from an age-long 
but contemptible enslavement to the past.” An enslavement that leads to “a lazy 
respect for tradition” and “the narrowness of commonplace conceptions.”18 He 
mentions repeatedly that “Architecture is stifled by custom”19 and in this manner 
makes clear that he does not see the problem in tradition as a whole, but in custom, 
as if a bad habit had entered the tradition, the habit of ignoring the new 
technologies and industrial methods. Here are some of the examples he gives: 
 
The use of thick walls, which was in early days a necessity, has persisted, 
although thin partitions of glass or brick can well enclose a ground floor with 
50 storeys above it. 
                                                
16 Le Corbusier, 1923: 7. 
17 Apparently most of the chapters published in Vers une architecture, were already publish between 
1920 and 1922 in Le Corbusier’s journal L’Esprit Nouveau. 
18 Le Corbusier, 1923: 97. 
19 Ibid. : 86. 
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On the valuable ground of our great cities, you can still see masses of 
masonry rising as foundations for a building, although simple concrete piles 
would be equally effective. 
 
According to him every age develops certain tools and the products of that 
age respond to the level of development of those tools. When tools become out-
dated they are thrown away, they stop being used. Architecture was not responding 
to the advanced tools developed by the industry, it was still using old tools, 
reproducing out-dated buildings.20 It is clear that at the time of these writings most 
Europeans thought of industrial development and the machine as an inherently 
positive entity capable of raising their living standards. Today many are probably 
doubtful about that. Industry and the machine are easily associated with the 
generation of CO2, global warming, excessive production which in turn promotes 
excessive consumption, etcetera. To make a superficial parallel, industry and the 
machine was probably seen then, as today are seen the advances in communication 
and digital technology. 
 There was however some architects that were not fully in agreement with 
this view. The Belgian architect Henry van de Velde (1863-1957), for example, was 
against the industrial aspects of standardization and mass production. These 
differences in opinion became very notorious in the occasion of the first exhibition 
of the Deutscher Werkbund in June 1914,21 but it is important to remember that 
van de Velde belonged to one generation prior to that of Le Corbusier and was an 
Art Deco proponent. 
 
 Walter Gropius had many of the same observations as Le Corbusier had in 
relation to the way architects were following the new technological advances of the 
time. However, due to Gropius’ condition as pedagogue, his critique was mostly 
directed towards the traditional art academies. It was mostly argued from a 
pragmatic point of view, which had its basis in the technological advances of the 
time (and those advances to come in the future) and in the need for cooperation 
between artists, designers and the industry. Gropius saw the need to begin training 
artists as future advisors for the industry, the trades and the crafts. Until then the 
artist was trained in the traditional art academies, where his education was directed 
towards producing painters and sculptors who were completely isolated from the 
technological development going on in the crafts and in the industry. This created 
a great amount of unemployment, due to the fact that just a few of those students 
had the talent to make a living as actual artists. On the other side this cooperation 
between artist and industry, according to Gropius, would also prove highly 
beneficial for the industry, as he clearly pointed out: 
 
                                                
20 Ibid. : 17. 
21 See Hermann Muthesius’s thesis for the aim of the Werkbund and van de Velde’s antithesis 
from that exhibition. Published in Conrads, 1970: 28 -31. 
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In the entire field of trade and industry there has arisen a demand for beauty 
of external form as well as for technical and economic perfection. 
Apparently, material improvement of products does not by itself suffice to 
achieve victories in international competitions. A thing that is technically 
excellent in all respects must be impregnated with an intellectual idea –with 
form– in order to secure preference among the large quantity of products of 
the same kind. 22 
 
This line of argumentation was apparently the most predominant one used 
by Gropius in his correspondence with the state, ministers and officials when he 
had to clarify the purpose of the Bauhaus’ ideals, goals and pedagogy. This means 
that most of his writings, in the period from 1916 to 1928,23 have to be seen in the 
light that Gropius was not an independent architect, but the director of a state-
supported/affiliated art school.24 
Gropius’ project had two principal aims, on one hand there was the artist 
and architect’s involvement in the industrial production of buildings and objects of 
everyday use, and on the other hand there was the aim to revolutionize the visual 
education of the young.25 According to him architecture, to a great extent, has to 
bring solutions to problems in relation to housing and urbanization and in this 
respect Gropius says that the study of an old, successful house type or an old, 
successful town structure would not necessarily equip one to construct a house or 
city fit for this century; he remarks that in fact, too much focus on what was 
successful in the past could hinder real and adequate solutions to modern 
problems.26 However, Gropius never saw his project and aims as a break with 
tradition, he always argued that, on the contrary, what the Bauhaus aimed to 
accomplish “is an uninterrupted and logical development that must take place, and 
already is taking place[…]”27 (italics are mine) Thus a change within tradition, but a 
tradition that is made out of contingent elements that work as linking components 
of a whole. 
This conception of bringing together art, crafts and industry was not a 
completely new idea coming from Gropius’ mind. This intention was seen in 
Germany already since the architect Gottfried Semper (1803-1879) wrote 
                                                
22 Manuscript from January 25, 1916, titled “Recommendations for the Founding of an Educational 
Institution as an Artistic Counseling Service for Industry, the Trades, and the Crafts” directed to the Grand-
Ducal Saxon State Ministry in Weimar. Excerpt published in Wingler, 1962: 23. 
23 It has to be noted that the Bauhaus was not founded until 1919, but already from 1916 
Gropius maintained contact with the Weimar authorities in relation to the establishment of the 
school. 
24 It is important to note that there is a different –sometimes radically different– discourse style 
in Gropius’ writings, all depending on whether these were directed towards authorities, 
colleagues or students. 
25 Tradition and Modernity in Architecture, address given at the Boston Architectural Center, 
February, 1964. Published in Gropius, 1968: 73 
26 Gropius, 1968: 74 
27 From a Gropius speech before the Thuringian Landtag in Weimar on July 9, 1920. Excerpt 
published in Wingler, 1962: 42. 
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Wissenchaft, Industrie und Kunst in 1852, inspired by his impressions of the Great 
Exhibition in London.28 According to Sigfried Giedion,29 Henry van de Velde’s 
furniture exhibition in Dresden, in 1897 “[…]gave the final impetus to the 
formation of the Arts and Crafts reform Movement. At any rate it set it in 
motion.”30 Outside Germany this notion of bringing together arts and crafts can be 
seen especially in the English and American Arts & Crafts Movement that was 
inspired by the writings of the artist and cultural theorist John Ruskin (1819-1900). 
This movement was most predominant approximately between 1880 and 1910.31 
Some of the most notorious artists and architects belonging to the movement 
include William Morris (1836-1896) and Frank Lloyd Wright (1867-1959). It is 
highly probable that the latter’s early work had had some influence in Gropius’, Le 
Corbusier’s and Mies’ designs, since Lloyd Wright’s works were published in Berlin 
in 1910 in a two volume folio called The Wasmuth Portfolio. At this time our three 
architects were working in Berlin in the studio of Peter Behrens (1868-1040), a 
renowned German architect/artist/designer who in 1907 was appointed as art 
director by the Allgemeine Elektricitäts-Gesellschaft (General Electric Company 
of Berlin) or A.E.G. This appointment shows the initial interest, and increasing 
awareness, that was present in some parts of the industry about bringing a better 
quality to their products through a professional cooperation with artist and 
architects. Also in 1907 the establishment of the German Werkbund took place.32   
 
                                                
28 According to Hans Wingler, “[Semper] was probably the first one to see clearly the 
significance of industrialisation for the arts. As a result he concluded that a disintegration of the 
craft traditions would have to be completed before one could hope for a new and substantial 
attitude towards art. With his demand for honesty of material and genuineness of workmanship 
and for the reunification of the arts and building, Semper formulated thoughts that were to 
determine the road and the development leading to the Bauhaus.” Wingler, 1962: 18. 
29 Sigfried Giedion (1888-1968), in the words of Hilde Heynen, “[…]can be considered the 
ghostwriter of the modern movement. As secretary to CIAM (Congrès Internationaux 
d’Achitecture Moderne) he was involved with modern architecture on a personal level, knowing 
all the protagonists and interacting with them on a regular basis. It was partly due to his work 
that the movement was seen as a whole, because of his writings he brought its different 
tendencies together under the banner of the new space-time concept [brought forth in his 
writings (see for example: Space, Time and Architecture, 1941)].” Heynen, 1999: 4 
30 Giedion, 1954: 20 
31 According to Giedion “the most reliable information about the Arts and Crafts Movement 
before 1908 can be found in the work of a sociologist, Heinrich Waentig, “Wirtschaft und 
Kunst”… Jena, 1909.” Giedion, 1954: 21 (footnote 2) 
32 The goal and function of the Werkbund was, in Giedion’s words, “… to coordinate all the 
various movements and also at time itself to sponsor large-scale cooperative enterprises. It 
further undertook to promote and to watch over the interests of creative personalities. The most 
important paragraph of its constitution, 1908, reads: “The aim of the League is to raise the 
standard of manufactured products by the joint efforts of art, industry and craftsmanship.” Its 
great achievements include the Cologne Exhibition, 1914 (which was cut short by the outbreak 
of the war), the Weissenhof Housing Project in Stuttgart, 1927, directed by Mies van der Rohe, 
and the Paris Exhibition, directed by Walter Gropius.” (Gideon, 1954: 21)  
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Mies van der Rohe’s first public written observations about the need for a 
total and fundamental revision of the whole building industry appeared in 1923 
and 1924 in the first and third editions of the journal G.33 There he demanded for 
low-cost materials and construction, manufacture of new building materials and 
the necessity of pre-fabricated elements which could then be assembled in the 
construction site. According to Ulrich Conrads, Mies was the first one to clearly 
direct the attention not just to the result of the industrialization process in building, 
but especially to the prerequisites for it to take place successfully.34 He observed 
that not all parts of the building process were allowing industrialization, and that 
there was much more talk about prefabrication than the extent in which it was 
practiced. Mies wrote the following: 
 
It is not so much a question of rationalizing existing working methods as of 
fundamentally remoulding the whole building trade. 
So long as we use essentially the same materials, the character of the 
building will not change, and this character, as I have already mentioned, 
ultimately determines the forms taken by the trade. Industrialization of the 
building trade is a question of material. Hence the demand for a new building 
material is the first prerequisite.35 
 
Here we see that, in opposition to Le Corbusier’s writings where the architect was 
behind and out of touch with technology and the industry, Mies is actually 
demanding new technological advances in materials in order to completely be able 
to modernize the building trade. 
 
Our technology must and will succeed in inventing a building material that 
can be manufactured technologically and utilized industrially, that is solid, 
weather-resistant, soundproof, and possessed of good insulating properties. 
It will have to be a light material whose utilization does not merely permit but 
actually invites industrialization. 
 
It is quite clear to me that this will lead to the total destruction of the building 
trade in the form in which it had existed up to now; but whoever regrets that 
the house of the future can no longer be constructed by building craftsmen 
should bear in mind that the motor-car is no longer build by the 
wheelwright.36 
 
The last paragraph clearly states the wish for a complete modernization of the 
building trade. As an argument for those who dislike change Mies uses the example 
of the wheelwright as implying that cars are now a daily reality –that which is used, 
instead of wagons and carriages. 
 
                                                
33 Conrads (ed.),1970: 74, 81-82. See also Tegethoff’s article From Obscurity to Maturity: Mies van der 
Rohe’s Breakthrough to Modernism in Schulze (ed.), 1989: 47-49. 
34 Conrads (ed.),1970: 81. 
35 Published in Ibid. : 81-82. 
36 Ibid. : 82. 
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 In our architects way of relating to technology it is apparent that there was a 
search or inclination for a departure with traditional ways of constructing and 
designing. This inclination was certainly based in the industrial development which, 
as an outer circumstance and to a great extent, influenced the architectural 
tradition of this time. We saw Le Corbusier calling for the architects’ attention to 
the work of their contemporary engineers who were making full use of the 
available to-date technologies and thus creating works that reflected ‘the spirit’ of 
the time. We saw as well Gropius pedagogical work with the establishment of the 
Bauhaus, which had, as one of its aims, to give an education to artist and architects 
that would satisfy and correspond to those developments in the industry and the 
new forms of production. In the case of Mies the technological developments 
where yet not mature enough to bring a complete change in the building trade, but 
he did acknowledge the need for it. Overall in Gropius’, Mies’ and Corbusier’s 
cases there is an acknowledgment that change within the tradition is needed in 
order to maintain the very function of the architectural praxis –that of bringing 
solutions to problems in housing, building and urbanism. This implies that if the 
tradition does not renew or modernize itself it will cease to exist –at least it will 
cease to comply with its original purpose– in other words, it seems as if the 
options were to modernize or die, and thus the need to change in order to continue. 
 
 
Tradition and Style37 
The widespread view that art is a luxury is a corruption born of the spirit of 
yesterday, which isolated artistic phenomena (l’art pour l’art) and thus 
deprived them of vitality38 
 
“Art for Art’s sake” was for many modern architects the traditional art academy’s 
goal, and the function of artistic expression in houses and buildings. They opposed 
this tradition using different arguments and points of view. One of them was the 
Austrian architect Adolf Loos (1870-1933), who saw ornament as a sign of cultural 
decadence. He states in his rather engaged, and sometimes emotional, article from 
1908 Ornament and Crime that “the evolution of culture is synonymous with the removal of 
ornamentation from objects of everyday use” (italics in the original), and that “the 
greatness of our age resides in our very inability to create new ornament”.39 He 
continues in the same article: 
 
                                                
37 In this section, and throughout the project, I am using the term style in its most common 
connotation, i.e. referring to a trend, way or specific manner of decorating and designing where 
certain aesthetics values are shared. The term aesthetics it is used to refer to principles 
concerning the nature and appreciation of beauty or/and to the concern with and appreciation 
for beauty. 
38 From The theory and Organization of the Bauhaus by Walter Gropius, published originally in 1923 
as Idee und Aufbau de Staatlichen Bauhauses Weimar. English translation in Bayer, 1938: 21. 
39 Loos, 1998: 167 and 168. 
 15 
We have gone beyond ornament, we have achieved plain, undecorated 
simplicity. Behold, the time is at hand, fulfillment awaits us. Soon the streets 
of the cities will shine like white walls! Like Zion, the Holy City, Heaven’s 
capital. Then fulfillment will be ours.40 
 
I interpret Loos’ statements as if for him the modern was a complete 
departure from tradition. Modernity for Loos is not transient but evolutionary, that 
which leads towards an absolute inherent perfection and away from inherent 
decadence, at least a decadence in style. This could, to a certain extent, also be 
understood in some of Le Corbusier’s writings (although mostly in those referred 
to in relation to technology). He writes: 
 
Civilizations advance. They pass through the age of the peasant, the soldier 
and the priest and attain what is rightly called culture. Culture is the flowering 
of the effort to select. Selection means rejection, pruning, cleansing; the 
clear and naked emergence of the essential.41 
 
Here we find cleansing and rejection, but within a process of selection, which 
certainly implies that something pervades through and transcends the selective 
process. What transcends time and development for Le Corbusier then? 
Aesthetical and practical qualities that an architect must make use of, such as 
arrangement, the sense of relationships, unity of intention, modénatur (contour and 
profile), fixing of standards. Qualities that bring about order and harmony, which 
in turn make one experience a sense of beauty. In relation to this Le Corbusier 
gives a definition of architecture in its relation to aesthetics: 
 
ARCHITECTURE is a thing of art, a phenomenon of the emotions, lying 
outside questions of construction and beyond them. The purpose of 
construction is TO MAKE THINGS HOLD TOGETHER; of architecture TO 
MOVE US.42 
 
For Le Corbusier this is the ultimate aim of architecture, but this aim must be 
based on a primary part or condition, that is the responds to a need.43  
 
Architecture as practised provides no solution to the present-day problem of 
the dwelling-house… It does not fulfil the very first conditions and so it is not 
possible that the higher factors of harmony and beauty should enter in.44 
 
It is interesting to see that for him functionality is not an aesthetic aim in itself but 
instead works as a base or prerequisite for beauty. For him beauty has nothing to 
do with “styles” but with proportions. Styles, writes Corbusier, “[…] are to 
architecture what a feather is on a woman’s head[…] sometimes pretty, though not 
                                                
40 Ibid. : 168. 
41 Le Corbusier, 1923: 128. 
42 Ibid. : 23. 
43 Ibid. : 102-103. 
44 Ibid. : 103. 
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always, and never anything more.”45 Beauty goes beyond style; it is about well-
established proportions achieved by using primary forms, such as cubes, cones, 
spheres, cylinders or pyramids. The image of these forms is for Corbusier “distinct 
and tangible within us and without ambiguity. It is for that reason that these are 
beautiful forms, the most beautiful forms.”46 In this way Le Corbusier clearly places the 
aesthetics of his architecture within tradition by arguing for universal aesthetical 
values and techniques that transcend time and cultures. He does this in particular 
by discussing the importance of the use of regulating lines and its use throughout 
history.  
 
 
      
 
 
 Walter Gropius sees form as a representation of the spirit of the time. He 
begins a presentation about the theory of the Bauhaus in 1923 in the following 
way: 
 
                                                
45 Ibid. : 27. 
46 Ibid. : 31. 
In these pictures, from Vers une 
Architecture, Le Corbusier shows 
the relevance of compositional 
techniques, such as the regulating 
lines, throughout history and in 
his works. First to the left is 
Michelangelo’s Capitol in Rome. 
Below is a house from 1923 
designed by Le Corbusier and 
Pierre Jeanneret. 
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The dominant spirit of our epoch is already recognizable although its form is 
not yet clearly defined. The old dualistic world-concept which envisaged the 
ego in opposition to the universe is rapidly loosing ground. In its place is 
rising the idea of a universal unity in which all opposing forces exist in a state 
of absolute balance.47 
 
 It is clear that in this period Gropius sees the new and the present in an 
utopian light, a vision for a future to come. The past is gone (and wrong), and 
there is now a new spirit in harmony with reality, which needs to be expressed. This 
will be done through form. Gropius, as Loos, seems to see the modern in an 
evolutive fashion. Modern is not just the present, and so transient, but it is also the 
future. As if the new spirit had arrived to remain. At least this appears to be so on 
a ‘ideological’ level. On a pragmatic level Gropius is very aware that his present is a 
period of transition, where the form of the spirit needs to be defined and, in 
particular, needs to become the will of the whole community in order to become 
significant. Architecture, for Gropius, “is a collective art, [and] its welfare depends 
on the whole community.” Thus for architectural form to have any significance for 
the community it needs to originate “[…] from the will of the whole nation.” This 
will, according to Gropius, had not yet emerged in 1923.48 So, even if it was a 
period of transition, it was so in an evolutional context, a transition towards an 
ultimate or universal truth. The question is whether this ‘truth’ is not just a longing 
to be in touch with the surrounding circumstances as it is expressed in the same 
text: 
 
We want to create a clear, organic architecture, whose inner logic will be 
radiant and naked, unencumbered by lying façades and trickeries; we want 
an architecture adapted to our world of machines, radios and fast motor 
cars, an architecture whose function is recognizable in the relation of its 
forms.49 
 
The relation between function and form becomes the modernist’s aesthetical core 
and dilemma. Not all modernist agreed about how these two had to relate to each 
other. But one can say that there was a great awareness of this relation in the whole 
movement. It is even difficult to determine whether one individual architect had a 
congruent opinion about this relation. This can be seen, for example, in Mies’ case, 
who seemed to emphasise (in his article publish in G in 1924),50 the solution of 
technical and functional problems as the main duty for architecture.  However later 
on in 1925, in relation to the plan for the Weissenhof’s housing project in Stuttgart 
(see picture below), he argues for his plan of the exhibition in the following way:  
 
                                                
47 From Idee und Aufbau des Staatlichen Bauhauses Weimar in Bayer 1938: 20. 
48 From Idee und Aufbau des Staatlichen Bauhauses Weimar in Bayer 1938: 28. 
49 From Idee und Aufbau des Staatlichen Bauhauses Weimar in Bayer 1938: 27. 
50 See above, page 13. 
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I have striven for an interconnected layout because I believe it artistically 
desirable, but also because we will not be so dependant on the individual 
collaborators.51 
 
Here one can see that for Mies, the aesthetic aspect in the design of a building was 
more important than the functional. This becomes confirmed in the foreword to 
the catalogue for the same exhibition, which opened the 23 of July 1927: 
  
The problem of the modern dwelling is an architectural [baukünstlerisches] 
problem, with all due respect to its technical and economic aspect. It is a 
complex problem thus to be solved by creative powers, not simply by 
calculation and organization. Based on this belief and despite such 
commonplaces as ‘rationalization’ and ‘standardization,’ I held it imperative 
to keep the atmosphere at Stuttgart free of one-sided and doctrinaire 
viewpoints.52 
 
This, as observed by Franz Schultze,53 is very similar to Corbusier’s statements in 
Vers une Architecture, where he claims that the main role of the architect is to create 
an aesthetically harmonious construction, “to move us.”54 Note also that Mies uses 
the German word Baukünst, literally “building art,” to refer to architecture. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
51 This is an extract from a letter to Gustav Stotz, one of the main collaborators of van der Rohe 
in the organization of the Weissenhof’s housing project, from 11 September 1925. English 
excerpt published in Schulze 1985: 133. 
52 English excerpt published in Schulze 1985: 137. 
53 Schulze 1985: 137. 
54 See above, page 15. 
Model of the original plan 
for the Weissenhof housing 
project, Stuttgart, 1925 
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 The tension between form and function can also be seen throughout the 
Bauhaus’ history.  For example the clashes between Johannes Itten and Gropius, 
during the first years of the Bauhaus (1919-23), could be interpreted in this light. 
Itten, as an artist, was apparently over emphasising the subjective, inner aspect of 
the artist without placing attention into the functional aspect of the object created, 
which was for Gropius one of the main problems to be solved by the design.55 
This differences between the two lead to Itten’s resignation in 1923. A similar 
problem happened during Hannes Meyer’s period as director (1928-30). Meyer’s 
attitude was much more functionalist, one could say, than that of Gropius. Due to 
his own socialist ideals artistic quality in design, something very much emphasized 
by Gropius, took a secondary role behind the quick achievement of practical 
aspects. In practice art started to be repudiated and Kandinsky, Klee, Albers and 
Schlemmer, themselves embodiments of the Bauhaus’ tradition, felt isolated.56 This 
direction that the Bauhaus took with Meyer changed rapidly with the appointment 
of Mies van der Rohe as new director in the summer of 1930. Although the artists 
did not regained the same recognition as they had had before from the new 
administration, the whole school took a much more academic and formal approach 
directed entirely towards architecture. 57  
When one looks into the aesthetics of modern architecture, one cannot 
avoid seeing the influence that the different modernist painters of the time had in 
the new architectonic forms. Our three architects admired many of these artists. Le 
Corbusier was himself a painter and called painters and sculptors “champions of 
the art of to-day.”58 Gropius and Mies shared friendship with many of them and 
                                                
55 See Droste1991: 24-34 and Wingler 1962: 4-5. 
56 Wingler, 1962: 9-10. 
57 Ibid. : 10-11. 
58 Le Corbusier, 1923: 24. 
Aerial view of the 
Weissenhof 
housing project, 
Stuttgart, 1927. 
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worked together in the Bauhaus. This relationship between artistic and 
architectonic forms is particularly appreciated in the works of Theo van Doesburg 
(1883-1931) and the movement De Stijl for example.  
 
 
    
 
 
In relation to Hobsbawm’s thesis about the invention of traditions59it will be 
interesting to ask ourselves whether the aesthetics of modern architecture were just 
a pragmatic convention or had any symbolic function. Our architects certainly 
argued about the pragmatic function of the flat roof and other modernist features. 
However it can also be questioned how adequate the construction techniques were 
at that time for constructing long-lasting buildings designed with some of the new 
modernist attributes.60 In a certain sense one can say that there was an ideological 
justification and function behind those new forms, they were to express ‘the spirit 
of the new,’ and they were to do so not only by stating what the new was, but by 
showing what it was not, by taking a clear distance towards the then contemporary 
                                                
59 See above, pages 9-11. 
60 This is questioned for example in relation to many of the buildings from the Weissenhof 
housing project, which became quickly deteriorated. See Schulze 1985: 132-138. 
A good, and known, example of the influence modern art had on 
architecture is Mies van der Rohe’s Brick Country House project 
from 1924. Above are the perspective and plan of it. To the left is 
Theo van Doesburg’s paint Rhythm of a Russian Dance, from about 
1918. 
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customs. Intentionally or not they created a style, a little ‘tradition,’ if one may call 
it, within the architectonic tradition.   
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Conclusion 
 
 
We are living in a period of reconstruction and of adaptation to new social 
and economic conditions. In rounding this Cape Horn the new horizons 
before us will only recover the grand line of tradition by a complete revision 
of the methods in vogue and by the fixing of a new basis of construction 
established in logic.61 
 
Can one then talk about repudiation and departure within modernism –as 
exemplified here by Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius and Mies van der Rohe? I will 
say yes one can. As we have seen there was repudiation towards the practice of 
ornamentation, and there was certainly a departure from certain constructing 
techniques. But was that a repudiation of, and a departure from tradition? One can 
say that there was a departure from a tradition within construction and the crafts, 
which made buildings in a certain way, with specific techniques and methods. One 
can also say that there was repudiation of certain styles. But these departures and 
repudiations were mainly done in order to secure the tradition of architecture as 
such –i.e. the practice and art of designing places where to dwell and perform 
activities. To secure the continuity of the practice in the context in which it was 
situated.  
It is clear that architecture is a complex practice that makes use of different 
traditions, such as styles, crafts and construction-techniques, and so it is important 
not to mix them as one. Architecture as a practice has a purpose and, in order to 
accomplish it, will in different contexts make use of specific practices and 
traditions. The process of modernisation clearly arises within architecture out of a 
process of introspection and self-reflection –this could be one of the reasons why 
function takes such a predominant role– and an evaluation of the surrounding 
cultural and social conditions. Modernization seems to work for our architects as a 
contingent requirement, a circumstantial element that is nevertheless essential for 
the entire, continual practice. In this sense to be modern is the best way to be 
traditional, since to modernize is the best means to preserve the tradition.  
Thus in opposition to the way tradition and modernity are seen, in many 
cases, within social and cultural studies as dichotomies, I would argue that one 
should instead use the concept of conservative, or preservative, as a pole for 
modernity. Tradition, as said before, has to do with continuity and thereby does 
not exclude change, on the opposite, continuity implies a progression, which in 
turn needs change.  
As it was discussed towards the end of the previous chapter the continual 
arises from the contingent, this does not mean that the contingent will always 
                                                
61 Le Corbusier, 1923: 61. 
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become continual but that the latter always arises from the first. The new becomes 
the norm.  
 
Final Reflections 
As a student and researcher to be I have to be aware of my position in time –and 
probably also in space and context– in relation to the circumstances and period I 
am studying. It is clear that even if I am aware that the new for me is not new, I still 
cannot go so far as to get shocked by it, even if I try; in other words I will never be 
able to experience the object as it was experienced by its contemporaries. On the 
other hand, I probably even admire it as the inspiring beginning of an architectonic 
style that was to influence the entire architecture of the twentieth century, and thus 
to shape the streets of the neighbourhood and city where I grew up. 
Nonetheless I tried as much as possible to place myself within the context 
by critically studying and interpreting the original sources (our three architects) and 
its commentators (the secondary literature I have used, in particular Sigfried 
Giedion, Franz Schulze, Hans Wingler and Hilde Heynen), and throughout this 
process I did gain a better understanding of the object of study. The benefit of 
doing so was probably not so much to reach a more objective grasp of the subject 
matter and the period, but specially to acquire a deeper understanding of my own 
reality and situation today as an individual that is part of a context, and that is 
placed within the aftermath of modernism. 
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Appendix  
 
Biographical Introductions 62 
 
In this appendix I will briefly introduce Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius, Mies van 
der Rohe and the Bauhaus school. The information below is thought to assist the 
reader who completely lacks knowledge about them, and who does not want to 
spend, or has, the time to refer to more complete biographies. 
 
The three architects were born in the 1880’s and died in the last half of the 
1960’s. They experienced the rapid changes brought forth in Europe by 
industrialization and the rapid technological advances and radical social changes 
brought forth by the two World Wars and post-wars periods in Europe.  
 
Jeanneret / Le Corbusier 
Charles Eduard Jeanneret (1887-1965) was born and grew up in the French part of 
Switzerland. He studied in the school of arts and crafts at La-Chaux-de-Fonds, 
Switzerland. In 1908 he worked for some months in Paris for Auguste Perret, the 
French pioneer in Ferro concrete. Between 1910 and 1911 he spend much time in 
Germany, where he worked for the architect Peter Behrens and attended as well an 
important conference of the German Werkbund. During these years he also 
travelled around Eastern Europe and Greece, later he would refer to many of the 
impressions, he gained during these travels, in his works and writings. 
Jeanneret designed his first villas between 1912 and 1916 –all of them constructed 
in the vicinity of La-Chaux-de-Fonds. Once the war was over he moved 
permanently to Paris where he set up an office and began to paint. In 1920 he 
founded the magazine L’esprit Nouveau, together with the poet Paul Dermée, where 
he would present his Purist ideas and architectural theories. At this time Jeanneret 
began to use the pseudonym Le Corbusier, which he later adopted.  
Between 1923 and 1928 he designed different villas where he put into 
practice many of the theories brought forth in his writings and studies, such as the 
                                                
62 In this appendix I have chosen not to quote the sources for the particular sentences or, better 
said, pieces of information –as I do in the rest of the report– because I did not considered it 
relevant in relation to the purpose of the appendix. What is written here is been composed by 
the author on the base of information taken from the following sources:  
• About Le Corbusier see: Le Corbusier, 1923. Giedion, 1941; Colquhoun, 2002; Jencks, 
1973; and Fondation Le Corbusier’s website: http://www.fondationlecorbusier.asso.fr  
• About Walter Gropius see: Giedion, 1954; Giedion, 1941; and Isaacs, 1991. 
• About Ludwig Mies van der Rohe see: Schulze, 1985; Schulze (ed.), 1989 and Wingler, 
1962. 
• About the Bauhaus see: Bayer, 1938; Wingler, 1962; and Droste, 1991. 
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Dom-ino Frame, his five points of architecture and the Modulor system. In 1928 he also 
began experimenting with furniture design. During the twenties he presented as 
well many of his plans and theories for the development of a new urbanism. These 
would later inspire the city plan of different cities, such as Zlín in Czechoslovakia 
(during the 1930’s), Chandigarh in India (1950’s) and the city of Brasilia 
(constructed between 1956-1960).  
 
 
 
He was one of the founding members of the Congrès International d'Architecture 
Moderne (CIAM) founded in 1928 and disbanded in 1959. The congress intention 
was to serve as an entity that would bring together the different ideas and forces 
within the modern movement of architecture under one voice. The list of projects 
that he was involved in during his life is vast and include both private and public 
commissions in different countries and continents. He particularly designed a great 
amount of apartment buildings, which he, in French, called Unité d'Habitation. He 
was active until his death in 1965. 
 
Walter Gropius 
Walter Adolph Georg Gropius (1883-1969) was born in Berlin, Germany. He 
studied architecture in Berlin’s and Munich’s Hochchulen between 1903 and 1907. 
After finishing his studies he worked with Peter Behrens for three years. In 1910 
he opened, together with Adolf Meyer, a practice in Berlin. Together they designed 
the acclaimed Fagus factory in 1911 and a model factory for the Werkbund 
exhibition of 1914. 
During the 1st World War Gropius served as an officer in the Western 
Front. Once the war was finished he took the direction of the Grand-Ducal Saxon 
School of Arts and Crafts in Weimar, which he renamed Staatliches Bauhaus 
Weimar. He gave shape to the new theory, organization and curriculum for the 
school, which quickly gain international recognition. However Gropius and the 
Bauhaus were not free from critiques, these were directed particularly from the 
increasingly aggressive German nationalist movement, and they resulted in 
Gropius resigning from the post of director in 1928. He retook his private practice 
The Dom-ino Frame from 1914 allows the 
tectonic structure of the building to be 
independent of the special planning. In 
this way that the artistic form of the 
building is not conditioned by structural 
restrictions. This frame gave Le 
Corbusier the possibility of developing 
his ‘five points of architecture’. These 
were: pilotis, a roof garden, a free plan, 
horizontal windows, and a free façade. 
Most of Corbusier’s houses from the end 
of the 1920’s were designed following 
these five points. 
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in Berlin, which was mostly dedicated towards urban planning. He travelled to the 
United States and was in La Sarraz to found the CIAM. In 1934 Gropius, pressed 
by the Nazi regime, went to England where he designed a number of projects and 
buildings, the most important being The Impington College from 1936. The time 
came in 1937 to make the move to the United States; here he was offered to join 
the School of Architecture at Harvard University, where he continued his work as 
an architectural educator. Meanwhile Gropius continued with his private practice. 
In 1945 he founded together with a group of young architects The Architects’ 
Collaborative (TAC), an architectural firm that would become one of the most 
respected and well known around the world until its dissolution in 1995. TAC 
became specialized in designing public school buildings and its principles had 
much to do with Gropius concern about the social responsibilities of architects 
and architecture. The company worked under the system of “collaboration,” which 
meant that a project was carried out not by an individual architect but by a team. 
This was very much the same working-style that he used before in the Bauhaus.  
 
Mies van der Rohe 
Maria Ludwig Michael Mies (1886-1969) was born in the city Aachen, Germany. 
His father was a stonemason, this influenced the young boy to have an early taste 
for the details in materials and also an early understanding of the difficulty 
craftsmen had with the changing of values that industrialization brought forth in 
the field of construction. 
He made it into the Gewerbeschule, a two-year program trade school, with a 
scholarship. He worked for some years as a draftsman for different employers and 
in 1905 he moved to Berlin where he, after being discharged “unfit for service” 
from the Kaiser’s army–and thus free from serving later in the war, started working 
and studying with the interior designer Bruno Paul. He soon moved into Peter 
Behrens’ studio were he worked as an apprentice from 1908 to 1912. It was here 
that his career as an architect began. Despite no having academic training in the 
profession his talent was soon recognized and started receiving independent 
commissions. Berlin’s cultural milieu probably made Mies change his name to the 
one known today, adding his mother’s surname Rohe by the more aristocratic 
conjunction van der. 
It was first in 1921 that Mies’ modernist thoughts and experiments came to 
surface in the Friedrichstrasse Office-building project. This project was then 
followed by several other ones of the kind, Mies’ articles in the design-magazine G, 
some houses, a Municipal Housing Development in Berlin-Wedding and the 
organization of the notorious and influential Weissenhof prototype modernist 
international housing exhibition in 1927. The exhibition brought together sixteen 
of the most notorious modernist architects representing five different countries. 
Mies’ name would become even more prominent after the success of his design for 
the German Pavilion of the Barcelona International Exposition in 1929. 
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From 1930 Mies directed the Bauhaus until its closure in 1933. After this 
period he had a hard time getting works done in Germany. He ended up moving to 
the United States in 1937 where he was appointed as head of the architecture 
school at the Illinois Institute of technology (ITT). He lived and worked in 
Chicago the rest of his life. The amount of houses and buildings created by him 
since those years is too big to be explained here, some of his most famous works 
include the Farnsworth House, different buildings at the ITT, the 860–880 Lake 
Shore Drive Apartments, the Seagram Building, and the Neue Nationalgalerie art 
museum in Berlin, among others. 
 
The Bauhaus 
As was mentioned above Walter Gropius took the direction of the Grand-Ducal 
Saxon School of Arts and Crafts in Weimar in 1919, which he renamed Staatliches 
Bauhaus Weimar. Gropius’ contact with the authorities in Weimar started in 1915 
when the, at the time, director Henry van de Velde recommended Gropius as his 
successor.  
 Gropius’ plan for the Bauhaus was to bring together arts and crafts and to 
make this union appropriate for a close cooperation between these and the 
industry. Arts and crafts should work together with the ultimate aim of bringing 
about an architecture that would represent the spirit of the time, something that 
was, according to Gropius, not being done by the contemporary architects and the 
traditional art academies. 
In order to bring this about Gropius put together a team of teachers, which 
included names such as Paul Klee, Wassily Kandinsky, Johannes Itten and Laszlo 
Moholy-Nagy among others. The curriculum included instruction in arts –which 
contained the study of theory of form through observation, representation and 
View from the 
street of the 
Barcelona pavilion, 
1929. 
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composition– and instruction in the crafts –which was taught in the beginning by 
qualified craftsmen through direct experimentation, use and analysis of materials 
and tools. One of the main goals of the curriculum and pedagogy of the Bauhaus 
was to encourage collective work within architecture. In any case, courses in 
architecture as such were not taught at the school until first 1927. Although up to 
this time the buildings designed and produced by Gropius’ and Adolf Meyer’s 
office were considered outputs of the Bauhaus; some students would actually assist 
in some of these projects. 
 Due to the political and economic tensions that the Bauhaus was subjected 
to in the conservative Weimar, the school moved to Dessau in 1925. There the 
Bauhaus was located in a brand new building designed by Gropius for that purpose 
(now included in the UNESCO World Heritage). This building was a state of the 
art construction for the time and would symbolize the School’s architectonic aims; 
it brought also much international attention and praise. 
 
 
 
 The National Socialist Party was becoming more and more powerful 
throughout Germany and although some important authorities at Dessau were 
pro-Bauhaus, the school and its director started again to receive attacks and 
critiques from the nationalist powers. Gropius resigned his position as director 
with the hope that the school was going to be left more at peace without his 
presence. He appointed the Swiss Hannes Meyer as director, apparently not 
knowing Meyer’s communist predispositions, which finally brought the Bauhaus to 
a more direct clash with the National Socialist authorities. During his direction the 
Bauhaus focus was put fully into architecture and into a functionalist program 
where the aim was to research the users’ needs and to use design with the intention 
to bring an affordable solution to those needs. It was during this period that the 
Bauhaus for the first time gave profit on the base of the commissions the school 
received and the designs it produced on the base of collective work. 
Bauhaus Dessau, 
around the year 1927. 
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 However political pressure and the internal problems and tensions between 
the academic staff of the school, which in part aroused due to Meyer’s lack of 
organizational skills and pure functionalistic attitude, brought an end to his 
leadership of the Bauhaus. In 1930 Mies van der Rohe was appointed as director. 
 Mies’ first step as director was to bring about order and to de-politicize the 
school. The focus changed again towards a more aesthetic approach in design, but 
remain purely centred in architecture, art classes play a very small role.  
Mies’ strong non-political spirit was not enough for the National Socialists, 
who saw the school as a “breeding ground for Bolshevism.” In the summer of 
1932 the Bauhaus was kicked out of Dessau. It reopened in Berlin but was finally 
closed in April 1933. 
Many Bauhaus masters emigrated during the 1930’s to different countries, 
particularly to the United States. There they continued to use and adapt the 
methods that were used in the school. The influence that the Bauhaus have had in 
twentieth century’s and today’s art, crafts, design and architecture is hard to 
conceive. The pedagogical and methodological techniques developed there are still 
used in many schools and academies and in diverse disciplines all over the world.  
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Resumes and Abstract 
 
English Resume/Abstract 
This project is about the relationship between tradition and modernity in 1920’s 
modern architecture, which is represented in this project by some of the works of 
the architects Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius and Mies van der Rohe. 
The project discusses and inquires how well founded is the common notion that 
modernity is a break with tradition in this context. The question of tradition and 
modernity is mainly seen in relation to the aspects of technology and style.  
 
Dansk Resumé 
Dette projekt handler om forholdet mellem tradition og modernitet i moderne 
arkitektur omkring 1920’erne. Denne strømning bliver i projektet repræsenteret 
ved nogle af værkerne fra Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius og Mies van der Rohe. 
Projektet diskuterer og udforsker den gængse antagelse, at modernitet bryder med 
traditionen indenfor moderne arkitektur. Spørgsmålet om modernitet og tradition 
ses hovedsageligt i forhold til to aspekter, teknologi og stil.  
 
Resumen en Español 
Este proyecto trata sobre la relación entre tradición y modernidad en la 
arquitectura moderna de la década del 1920. Esta es aquí representada a través de 
algunas de las obras de los arquitectos Le Corbusier, Walter Gropius y Mies van 
der Rohe. 
En el proyecto se discute e investiga cuán buen fundada es la noción común, que 
toma por dado el echo de que un proceso de modernización (en este caso dentro 
de la arquitectura moderna) es una ruptura con la tradición. Este problema es 
principalmente observado en relación con los aspectos tecnológicos y de estilo o 
estética. 
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